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TERMS  OF  REFERENCE 


The  terms  of  reference  for  the  Decentral ization  Study  were  approved  by  the 
Management  Board  of  Cabinet  on  April  4,  1972 ,  and  subsequently  endorsed  by 
the  Cabinet.  The  terms  of  reference  for  the  study  to  determine  the  feasibility 
of  common  regions  and  regional  administrative  centres  are  as  follows: 

Objective  and  Scope 


To  determine  whether  the  establishment  of  common  regions  is  advis¬ 
able  and,  if  so,  to  recommend  the  number  of  regions,  their  boundaries 
and  administrative  centres. 

Organization  and  Staffing 

The  study  group  responsible  for  this  project  should  be  comprised 
of  representatives  from  each  of  the  three  Policy  Fields,  the 
Ministries  of  Government  Services;  Treasury,  Economics  &  Inter¬ 
governmental  Affairs;  and  Revenue,  and  the  Management  Board 
Secretariat.  The  study  will  be  directed  by  a  Project  Manager 
from  either  the  Management  Board  Secretariat  or  one  of  the  par¬ 
ticipating  Ministries. 


Tasks 

a)  Inventory  of  existing  departmental  regions  and  sub-regions. 

This  would  provide  data  concerning  regional  and  district 
boundaries,  communities  having  government  offices,  types  of 
services  provided  regionally  (e.g.,  institutional,  construc¬ 
tion,  administrative,  advisory,  etc.),  numbers  and  types  of 
staff  at  each  location,  accommodation  characteristics. 

b)  Develop  criteria  for  establishing  regions.  This  would  include 
consideration  of  such  factors  as  population  base,  the  special 
problems  of  Northern  Ontario.  Should  regions  follow  municipal 
boundaries?  Should  municipal  boundaries  be  adjusted  to  coin¬ 
cide  with  provincial  administrative  regions?  What  are  the 
special  needs  of  the  various  Ministries  and  what  weight  should 
be  given  to  these?  Is  Metropolitan  Toronto  to  be  treated  as  a 
separate  region? 

Should  the  Metropolitan  Toronto  (or  Central  Region)  be  based 
at  Queen's  Park  or  should  a  new  administrative  centre  be 
developed?  What  characteristics  do  cities  require  to  be  chosen 
as  administrative  centres?  What  are  the  transportation  factors 
to  be  considered?  What  are  the  regional  development  considera¬ 
tions? 


i 
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c)  An  estimate  of  the  costs  of  establishing  regional  administra¬ 
tive  centres  will  be  made.  Several  options  will  be  developed, 
i.e.,  the  consolidation  of  existing  offices  in  a  regional  city, 
the  consolidation  of  offices  on  a  regional  basis,  the  transfer 
of  regional  services  now  supplied  from  head  office  to  regional 
cities  combined  with  both  of  the  above. 

d)  Development  of  specific  proposals  for  common  regions  and  admin¬ 
istrative  centres.  A  number  of  alternatives  will  be  prepared 
based  on  the  previously  described  tasks. 

e)  Steering  Committee  evaluates  reports  and  recommends  for  or 
against  Common  regions.  If  the  Committee  favours  Common  regions, 
a  specific  set  of  regions  will  be  recommended. 


SUMMARY  OF  CONCLUSIONS 


Page 

.  Over  the  longer  terms  the  establishment  of  Common 
Administrative  Regions  could  result  in  significant 
benefits  to  Ministries  and  to  the  Government  as  a 
whole4  particularly  with  regard  to  inter-Ministry 
coordination  of  program  planning  and  operation.  2 

.  The  use  of  Planning  Regions  for  administrative 
purposes  could  facilitate  the  integration  of 
Ministry  program  administration  and  overall 
Government  planning.  However,  Ministries  consider 
work  load  constraints  and  program  effectiveness  to 
be  the  more  important  factors  in  determining  region¬ 
al  boundaries.  6 

.  The  division  of  the  Central  Planning  Region  into  two 
Administrative  Regions  would  be  required  for  admin¬ 
istrative  purposes.  11 

.  Six  Administrative  Regions  would  be  acceptable  to 

the  majority  of  Ministries.  15 

Certain  Ministries,  especially  Correctional  Services, 

Natural  Resources  and  Transportati on  and  Communications, 
have  indicated  that  they  could  not  adopt  the  six-region 
concept.  16 

.  A  Regional  Administrative  Centre  would  be  required  for 
each  Administrative  Region.  In  the  case  of  the  Region 
served  from  Toronto,  two  Centres  appear  to  be  desirable.  24 

Regional  Administrative  Centres  would  be  advantageous 
even  if  all  Ministries  did  not  have  coterminous 
regional  boundaries. 


24 


s iJMMARY  OF  RECOMMENDATIONS 


The  recommendations  developed  by  the  Task  Force  are  provisional  in  nature  smce  they 
are  subject  to  firm  decisions  being  made  by  the  Government  to  proceed  with  the  plan  g 

and  implementation  of  a  program  to  establish  common  Administrative  Regions  and  Regional 
Administrative  Centres,  A  decision  to  proceed  would  be  made  by  the  Government  on  ^ne 
basis  of  the  anticipated  benefits  of  such  a  program  relative  to  the  estimated  one-time 
costs  associated  with  planning  and  implementations  and  the  additional  annua;  operating 
costs  which  would  be  incurred  subsequent  to  implementation. 

By  means  of  the  information  conveyed  in  this  report,  the  benefits  which  would  be  derived 
from  common  Administrative  Regions  and  Regional  Administrative  Centres  may  be  weigneo 
against  the  cost  of  implementation  and  operation  and  a  decision  made  as  to  future  Govern 
ment  policy  in  this  regard.  Therefore,  conditional  upon  sucn  a  policy  decision,  is 
recommended  that  a  system  of  common  Administrative  Regions  and  Regiona;  Administrative 
Centres  be  established  in  the  following  manner: 

Common  Administrative  Regions 

(a)  Recommended  Regions 

1.  The  Southwestem3  Eastern 3  Northeastern  and  Northwestern  Planning 
Regions  should  be  adopted  as  Administrative  Regions; 

2.  The  Central  Planning  Region  should  be  divided  into  two  Administrative 
Regions 3  Central  Region-West  and  Central  Region-East ; 

3.  Central  Region-West  should  be  made  up  of  the  counties  and  regional 
municipalities  of  Dufferin3  Wellington 3  Waterloo 3  Ralton3  Wentworth 3 
Brant 3  Haldimand3  Norfolk  and  Niagara .  Central  Region-East  should 
contain  the  counties  and  regional  municipalities  of  Metropolitan 
Toronto3  York3  Simcoe3  Peel*3  Muskoka3  0ntario3  Victoria3  Haliburton3 
Peterborough  and  Northumberland  and  Durham . 

(b)  Recommended  Implementation  Procedure 

4.  Subject  to  minor  adjustments  to  the  outer  boundaries  .of  the  five  Planning 
Regions  and  a  final  decision  in  respect  of  regional  'municipal  government 
boundaries  in  Peel  and  Halton  counties 3  the  six  Administrative  Regions 
identified  in  recommendations  13  2S  and  33  above3  should  be  established 
by  means  of  a  formal  policy  statement  by  the  Government; 

5.  The  ten  Ministries  which  are  able  to  utilize  the  proposed  Administrative 
Regions  should  proceed3  as  soon  as  possible 3  to  plan  and  implement  the 
means  by  which  field  program  organization  and  administration  will  be  ad¬ 
justed  and  geographically  re-oriented  to  conform  with  these  Regions; 

6.  Each  of  the  seven  Ministries  which  has  reported  that  it  is  unable  to  adopt 

the  six-Region  system3  either  because  of  the  requirement  for  a  unique 3  non- 
conforming  regional  system  or  the  absence  of  a  regional  tier  of  administra¬ 
tion, should  be  instructed  to  develop  clear  and  firm  proposals  as  to  how  its 
planning  and  operations  cccn  be  related  to  the  six  Regions;  17,30 

7 .  All  Ministries  should  be  instructed  to  adjust  geographic  areas  employed  for 

program  delivery  purposes  at  the  local  or  1  sub-regioril'  level  so  as  to  be 
compatible  with  the  outer  boundaries  of  the  six  Administrative  Regions;  30 


16 

16 

16 

30 

30 


NOTE: 

The  inclusion  of  Peel  County  in  the  Central  Region  East  is  provisional,  pending  a 
final  decision  by  the  Government  concerning  regional  municipal  government 
jurisdictions  in  Peel  and  Halton  Counties. 
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Continuing  responsibility  for  coordinating  periodic  boundary  adjust¬ 
ments  to  the  six  Administrative  Regions  and  for  monitoring  and  evaluating 
Ministry  planning  and  implementation  efforts  in  respect  of  the  adoption 
of  the  Administrative  Regions ,  should  be  assigned  to  the  Management  Board 
Secretariate 

onal  Administrative  Centres 

Recommended  Centres 

’'Regional  Administrative  Centres  should  be  established  within  the  proposed 
six  Administrative  Regions ,  even  though  the  common  Regions  are  not  adopted 
by  all  Ministries ; 

Thunder  Bay  and  London  should  be  designated  as  Regional  Administrative 
Centres  of  the  Ontario  Government  for  the  Northwestern  and  Southwestern 
Regions,  respectively; 

Two  Regional  Administrative  Centres  should  be  established  in  the  Central 
Region-East,  namely  ,  Queen  fs  Park  to  accommodate  those  Ministries  which 
prefer  a  central  location,  and  a  suburban  point  for  those  Ministries  which 
prefer  a  suburban  Toronto  location; 

Regional  Administrative  Centres  should  be  established  at  either  Hamilton 
or  Kitchener  in  the  Central  Region-West,  at  either  Ottawa  or  Kingston  in 
the  Eastern  Region,  and  at  either  Sudbury  or  North  Bay  in  the  Northeastern 
Region0 


yjp.n  p 
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Recommended  Implementation  Procedure 

Subject  to  a  decision  as  to  which  municipality  is  to  be  designated,  as  the  Regional 
Administrative  Centre  for  those  Regions  wherein  alternatives  exist  (recommend¬ 
ation  4,  above) ,  the  Government  should  establish  the  Regional  Administrative 
Centres  by  means  of  a  formal  policy  statement;  30 

The  Ministry  of  Government  Services  shiould  consider  the  provision  of  suit¬ 
able  accommodation  and  facilities  at  the  designated  Regional  Administrative 
Centres  as  an  important  priority  in  the  continuation  of  its  office  consol¬ 
idation  program  and,  as  soon  as  posssible ,  should  initiate  studies  to 
identify  the  specific  requirements  and  costs  of  the  Centres  as  well  as 
plans  and  schedules  of  implementation;  30 

The  Ministry  of  Government  Services  should  initiate  a  study  to  determine 
which  locations  in  or  near  suburban  Metropolitan  Toronto  would  be  suitable 
and  economically  feasible  for  the  construction  of  a  second  Regional  Admin¬ 
istrative  Centre  within  the  "Central  Region-East" ,  to  accommodate  those 
Ministries  preferring  a  suburban  Toronto  location  (recommendation  3,  above);  30 

Subject  to  provision  by  the  Ministry  of  Government  Services  of  suitable  accomm¬ 
odation  and  facilities  at  the  designated  Regional  Administrative  Centres , 

Ministries  should  proceed  with  planning  and  implementing  the  transfer  of  exist¬ 
ing  regional  office  staffs  (i.e.,  staff  performing  ’ regional 1  as  opposed  to 
program  delivery  responsibilities)  to  the  six  designated  Centres;  31 

Continuing  responsibility  for  monitoring  and  evaluating  Ministry  planning  and 
implementation  efforts  in  establishing  the  designated  Regional  Administrative 
Centres  and  subsequently  transferring  regional  office  program  and  administra¬ 
tive  functions  to  the  Centres,  should  be  assigned  to  the  Management  Board 
Secretariat. 
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10.  As  the  Regional  Administrative  Centres  are  completed  and  become  operational ^ 
the  Management  Board  of  Cabinet  should  initiate  studies  to  determine  the 
feasibility  of:  (a)  consolidating  financial 3  personnel  and  other  common 
administrative  and  operational  support  services  required  by  Ministries  at 
the  regional  level ;  (b)  establishing  appropriate  inter -Minis try  coordination 
mechanisms  at  the  regional  level <,  3] 
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PART  I 


COMMON  ADMINISTRATIVE  REGIONS 


1 .  THE  CONCEPT 


The  structuring  of  Government  operations  on  a  regional  basis  as  outlined 
in  Report  Volume  II,* *  suggested  that  the  admini strati  on  of  Ministry 
programs  be  related  to  specific  geographic  areas..  Many  Ministries  now 
relate  their  program  delivery  to  specific  areas,  but  thehe  is  no  common 
element  by  which  the  area  served  by  one  Mini stry-rel ates  to  that 
served  by  another.  In  fact,  some  sixty  different  regional  systems  are 
used  by  the  various  Ministries. 

This  diversity  of  regional  systems  has,  particularly  in  recent  years, 
become  a  cause  of  complaint;  and  some  attempts  at  rationalization  have 
from  time  to  time  been  proposed. 

The  concept  of  common  Administrative  Regions  implies  that  ail  Ministries 
would  organize  their  program  management  and  delivery  within  specific 
geographic  regions  and  more  particularly ,  that  the  boundaries  of  these 
regions  would  be  coterminous.  This  concept  does  not  necessarily  mean  that 
each  Ministry  would  have  the  same  number  of  regions  but  rather  that  outer 
regional  boundaries  would  correspond,  i.e.,  the  boundary  of  one  Ministry's 
region  would  not  cross  that  of  another's.  A  region  could  be  divided  or 
two  or  more  regions  combined  to  meet  the  specific  needs  of  an  individual 
Mi  nistry. 


NOTE: 


*  See  Volume  II  of  the  l ask  Force  Report:  "Regional  Organization" 


2.  ADVANTAGES  AND  DISADVANTAGES 


In  a  common  regions  system,  each  Ministry  would  be  able  to  organize  its 
program  planning  and  delivery  on  the  basis  of  the  same  territory.  This 
would  not  only  facilitate  the  process  of  inter-Mini stry  planning  but 
would  permit  a  high  degree  of  coordination  among  Ministries  at  the  program 
delivery  level. 

The  multiplicity  of  existing  regional  systems  has  led  to  the  situation 
where,  for  the  most  part,  inter-Mini stry  coordination  could  only  be 
accomplished  at  head  office.  Thus,  senior  officers  have,  of  necessity, 
had  to  be  involved  in  the  details  of  inter-Mini stry  coordination  as  it 
applies  to  program  management  and  delivery.  The  establishment  of  common 
regions  would  allow  much  of  this  inter-Mini stry  coordination  to  be 
delegated  to  the  regional  level0 

The  increasing  emphasis  on  economic  and  social  planning  has  created  a 
need  for  machinery  through  which  overall  Government  planning  can  be 
related  to  Ministry  operations,  and  through  which  Ministries  can  provide 
input  to  the  planning  process.  The  introduction  of  common  regions  would 
facilitate  this. 

With  the  establishment  of  common  regions,  the  need  for  regional  centres 
becomes  apparent.  Common  regions  would  provide  a  specific  locus 
to  which  the  people  of  the  region  could  relate,  thus  making  the 
Government  more  accessible  and  providing  a  higher  degree  of  visibility  for 
Government  services.  In  these  circumstances,  the  Ministries  would  be  able 
to  increase  their  responsiveness  to  the  needs  of  the  public  they  serve. 

On  the  other  hand,  there  are  some  disadvantages  to  common  regions.  Some 
Ministries  have  programs  which  relate  to  specific  features  which  have 
fixed  locations.  These  may  be  natural  features  as  in  the  case  of  Natural 
Resources,  or  capital  assets  as  in  the  case  of  Transportation  and  Communi¬ 
cations.  The  need  for  Ministries  to  operate  efficiently  would  make  it 
difficult  for  some  Ministries  to  adopt  a  system  of  common  regions. 

Nevertheless,  the  advantages  of  common  regions  would  seem  to  be  so 
pervasive  that  compromise  would  seem  to  be  indicated,  so  that  commonality 
can  be  achieved. 


Tne  Geographi cal /Admi ni strati ve  Relationship 


Having  discussed  in  general  terms,  the  opportuni ti es  for  better  integration 
and  coordination  of  planning  and  decision-making  which  could  result  from  a 
system  of  common  regions  for  administration,  consideration  of  what  methods 
might  be  used  by  Ministries  to  adapt  to  the  proposal  will  now  be  discussed. 


»  2  - 


The  relationship  between  the  three  levels  of  administration  within  any 
organization  viewed  on  a  vertical  plane,  and  the  geographical  and 
horizontal  plane  at  which  they  might  be  performed,  will  be  reviewed 
(See  Report  Volume  II  for  a  more  extensive  discussion  of  this 
topi c) . 

There  are,  in  the  creation  and  delivery  of  the  various  goods  and  services 
for  which  the  Government  is  responsible,  three  separate  and  distinct 

groupings  or  levels.  These  are,  using  the  "program"  as  the  unit  of 
description : 

1.  Program  policy  and  standards 

2.  Program  management 

3.  Program  delivery 

A  specific  example  of  the  three  levels  in  relation  to  the  Assessment 
Program  of  the  Ministry  of  Revenues  is  as  follows: 

Level  1 .  Program  Policy  and  Standards 

Development  of  valuation  policy,  research  into  new 
valuation  methods,  liaison  and  coordination  with  other 
jurisdictions  and  professional  organizations.  The 
provision  of  payroll,  personnel  and  other  similar 
services  could  be  provided  at  this  Level  or  at  Level  2. 

Level  2.  Program  Management 

Translating  policy  into  implementation  plans,  checking 
on  the  quality  of  performance,  the  organizational 
planning  of  the  actual  valuation  function,  the  organiz¬ 
ation  of  effective  reporting  systems,  the  maintenance 
of  good  relations  between  the  public  and  the  Ministry. 

Level  3.  Program  Delivery 

Visiting  properties,  measuring,  inspecting  and  carrying 
out  the  actual  routine  of  valuation  leading  to  the 
eventual  compilation  of  the  assessment  roll. 

The  examination  of  almost  any  organization  chart  will  provide  examples 
of  this  type  of  breakdown.  In  general  terms,  while  each  level  may  be 
identified,  there  is  nothing  that  has  required  their  separation.  Examples 
can  be  found  in  which  all  three  levels  are  carried  out  by  one  work  unit. 
The  larger  the  organization,  the  greater  is  the  need  for  the  division  of 
labour  and  the  delegation  of  authority,,  and  in  most  cases,  not  only  will 
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each  functional  level  be  recognizable,  but  each  will  represent  a  different 
stratum  of  responsibi lity  and  decision-making  within  a  vertical  hierarchy. 

However,  in  terms  of  achieving  such  objectives  as  responsiveness  to  public 
needs  and  greater  efficiency  in  program  planning 3  production  and  delivery  ^ 
there  are  advantages  in  dividing  the  three  functional  levels  not  only 
vertically,  but  horizontally  also.  Thus,  while  Level  1  (Program  Policy  and 
Standards)  with  a  Province-wide  span  of  responsibility  might  usefully  be 
operated  from  head  office,  both  Level  2  (Program  Management)  and  Level  3 
(Program  Delivery)  might  benefit  from  being  decentralized  to  a  greater 
degree  and  placed  closer  to  the  Ministry's  clientele.  Furthermore,  the  flow 
of  'feed-back'  information  from  the  program  delivery  level  to  the  decentral¬ 
ized  program  management  level  and  thence,  to  the  head  office  level,  would 
provide  an  opportunity  to  improve  the  effectiveness  of  the  central  function 
of  program  policy  and  standards  development.  This  supposes  a  three-tier, 
geographical  division  of  responsi bi 1 i ty ,  with  Level  1  responsible  for  tne 
entire  Province,  Level  2  for  a  specific  administrative  region  and  Level  3 
for  a  sub-region  within  a  region.  In  the  Assessment  example  already 
referred  to,  there  is  a  head  office  level,  four  regional  offices  and  32 
sub- regional  offices. 

In  terms  of  the  decentralization  objective,  the  regional  organization 
concept  has  the  advantage  of  recognizing  the  three  basic  administrative 
levels  and  allowing  each  to  be  allocated  its  appropriate  geographic  span 
of  responsibility.  Above  all,  however,  it  has  the  advantage  of  flexibility 
since  the  levels  do  not  have  to  be  divided  geographically  on  a  consistent 
basis  within  an  organi zati on.  Thus,  no  problem  arises  if  one  program  adopts 
a  geographically-determined  three-tier  system  while  another  program  within 
the  same  Ministry  uses  a  two-tier  geographical  arrangement.  To  refer  to  the 
Assessment  example  once  more,  while  the  Assessment  Division  operates  on  a 
three-tier  basis,  with  levels  being  geographically  divided  into  head  office, 
regional  and  sub-regional  responsibilities ,  the  other  geographically  organized 
divisions  of  the  Ministry  of  Revenue  use  two  tiers  with  Levels  1  and  2 
performed  at  head  office,  and  only  Level  3  carried  out  in  the  field.  Consequ¬ 
ently,  those  Ministries  which  currently  operate  on  the  basis  of  only  one  or 
two  tiers  of  administration,  would  not  find  themselves  forced  to  adopt  a 
redundant  extra  level  of  administration. 

The  establishment  of  Administrative  Regions  and  the  designation  of  Regional 
Administrative  Centres  would  in  no  way  constrain  or  diminish  the  number  of 
program  delivery  points.  Only  where  program  management  responsibilities  are 
combined  with  program  delivery  responsibilities  would  the  delivery  point  be 
affected. 

The  Province  of  Ontario  now  delivers  its  services  through  some  one  thousand 
delivery  points.  The  number  and  size  of  these  points  are  determined  by  the 
type  of  service  provided,  density  of  population,  geographic  features, 
location  of  fixed  assets,  etc.  As  in  the  past,  it  is  anticipated  that 
delivery  points  will  be  quite  flexible.  As  conditions  change,  delivery 
points  may  be  opened,  closed,  expanded,  contracted,  or  used  on  a  part-time 
basis. 
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The  nearly  two  hundred  locations  at  which  Provincial  Courts  sit  are  an 
example  of  delivery  points.  These  vary  from  daily  operations  in 
specialized  facilities  in  the  larger  centres,  to  once-a-month  sittings 
in  church  halls  in  small  communities. 

In  the  context  of  court  operations  the  Administrative  Centre  function 
(a  function  that  does  not  now  exist  and  the  lack  of  which  has  engendered 
some  criticism)  could  provide  extensive  management  and  support  services, 
thus  improving  court  operations  and  thereby  making  the  judicial  system 
more  responsive.  The  Administrati ve  Centre  could  provide  scheduling 
services,  coordinate  court  reporting,  make  physical  arrangements ,  process 
legal  documents,  and  account  for  court  funds.  The  Administrative  Centre 
would  also  provide  a  point  of  contact  between  court  administrators  and 
regional  officials  of  such  Ministries  as  Solicitor  General  and  Correctional 
Servi ces. 
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3. 


FEASIBILITY  OF  USING  PLANNING  REGIONS  FOR  PROGRAM  ADMINISTRATION 


3. 1  Historical  Background 


Having  discussed  the  advantages  and  disadvantages  of  common  Administrative 
Regions ,  the  specific  design  of  a  system  of  regions  will  now  be  considered. 
The  problem  faced  by  the  Task  Force  was  to  develop  a  regional  administra¬ 
tion  framework  which  could  then  be  tested  by  Ministry  reaction. 

Some  work  on  the  design  of  a  system  of  Admi ni strati ve  Regions  was  carried 
out  in  1971.  On  page  14  of  the  Initial  "Decentralization  of  Government 
Administration"  Report  (December  1st,  1971),  a  proposal  for  a  five-region 
system  had  been  put  forward.  However,  in  June, 1972,  as  the  Task  Force 
was  commencing  its  deliberations,  the  then-Treasurer  of  Ontario,  the 
Honourable  D'Arcy  McKeough,  proposed  a  new  system  of  five  Planning  Regions 
to  replace  the  existing  ten  economic  regions  (See  following  page).  In  the 
course  of  his  announcement,  he  indicated  that  these  regions  should  be  used 
for  administrative  purposes  also.  In  his  speech,  Mr.  McKeough  said: 


"We  are  new  ready  to  move  from  regions  that  were  suitable 
for  analysis  to  regions  that  are  suitable  for  -planning . 

Larger  units  covering  a  mayor  urban  centre  and  its  entire 
tributary  region  are  required  if  we  are  to  make  plans 
which  are  rationally  related  to  the  economic  and  social 
activities  of  the  Province .  It  must  be  emphasized  that 
the  goals  of  the  regional  development  program  cover  a  wide 
spectrum  of  life .  We  must  plan  for  industrial  and  commercial 
development;  we  must  plan  our  land-use  and  conserve  our 
recreation  areas;  we  must  preserve  our  environment;  we 
must  relate  to  this  the  social  needs  in  education s  housing 3 
health  and  welfare  in  all  parts  of  Ontario .  Indeed  it  is  the 
broad  economic  and  social  fabric  of  the  community  that  must 
concern  us  as  we  make  our  choices  and  set  our  policies  and 
priorities .  As  we  do  these  things  it  is  more  appropriate  to 
apply  the  term  Planning  -  rather  than  Economic- Regions .  In 
view  of  this £  a  new  system  of  Planning  Regions  will  be  introduceds 
effective  January  l3  1973.  This  system  will  have  the  following 
features: 

1)  a  Planning  Region  covering  all  of  Eastern  Ontario; 

2)  a  Planning  Region  for  Central  Ontario; 

3)  a  Planning  Region  for  Southern  and  Western  Ontario; 

4)  a  Planning  Region  for  Northeastern  Ontario; 

5)  a  Planning  Region  for  Northwestern  Ontario. 
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AS  OF  FEBRUARY  s  1973 


In  addition 3  it  is  our  intention  that  Planning  Regions  will  form 

the  basis  for  as  many  regional  administrative  activities  as 

possible .  " 


3.2  Principal  Criteria  to  be  Satisfied 

3.2.1  Coordination  of  Ministry  and  Provincial  Planning 


The  thinking  which  lay  behind  Mr.  McKeough's  intention  that  planning  and 
administration  would  be  carried  out  within  coterminous  regions  was  that,  since 
the  introduction  of  the  ten-region  system,  the  whole  concept  of  planning  had 
been  undergoing  a  slow  but  profound  change.  Whereas  in  the  nineteen-fifties, 
planners  had  been  content  to  analyze  and  possibly  strive  to  accommodate 
change,  by  the  nineteen-seventies  there  was  a  different  emphasis.  A  well- 
paid  job,  a  high  standard  of  living  and  commensurate  social  and  cultural 
amenities  have  emerged  as  a  right  demanded  by  every  citizen.  Faced  by  such 
demands.  Government  has  to  take  an  active  role  in  the  management  of  the 
Province's  economic,  environmental  and  social  resources.  Rather  than  merely 
accommodate  change,  there  is  now  a  need  to  manage  change. 

As  the  issue  of  designing  a  new  and  more  effective  system  of  planning  regions 
was  examined,  it  became  apparent  that  in  the  context  of  the  new  positive  role 
for  planning,  the  previous  system  suffered  from  a  further  disfunction.  The 
ten  regions  were  quite  divorced  from  the  actual  admini stration  and  delivery 
of  Government  programs  and  services.  This,  in  turn,  meant  that  not  only  had 
the  regions  been  rendered  obsolete,  but  they  also  lacked  any  truly  effective 
machinery  by  which  planning  policies  for  an  area  could  be  translated  into 
concrete  action.  This  separation  meant  that  the  function  of  long-range 
planning  was  performed  largely  in  the  abstract  and,  since  it  could  not  be 
properly  related  to  program  delivery,  was  more  or  less  disregarded  by  the 
Mi  ni  stri  es . 

However,  the  lack  of  machinery  by  which  Ministry  planning  could  be  integrated 
with  overall  Government  policies  and  plans  was  but  a  part  of  the  problem. 

There  was,  in  addition,  an  absence  of  any  means  of  integrating  Ministry 
policies  and  programs  within  planning  carried  out  at  the  Government  level. 

So,  while  Ministry  practice  ignored  Government  policy,  so  did  Government 
planning  ignore  Ministry  policy.  Finally,  while  the  Government  and  its 
component  Ministries  each  could  plan,  tney  did  so  with  differing  objectives 
set  in  differing  time  scales. 

The  result  was  that  the  policies  adopted  were  sometimes  counter-producti ve.  The 
overall  effect  was  one  which  tended  to  reinforce  crisis  planning.  Such  a 
situation  is  incompatible  with  the  type  of  creative  planning  now  proposed. 
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The  Task  Force  was  considerably  impressed  by  these  arguments.  It  was 
felt  that  the  establishment  of  a  framework  of  regions  within  which  central 
planning  and  Ministry  administration  are  superimposed  would  create  a  new 
opportunity  for  the  integration  and  coordination  of  these  two  functions. 

Thus,  Ministries,  either  individually  or  within  their  Policy  Field  would 
find  it  easier  to  mesh  their  administrative  activities  with  the  overall 
long  range  planning  policies  of  the  Province.  At  the  same  time,  the 
opportunity  would  exist  for  a  central  development  planning  body  to  make 
more  effective  use  of  Ministries  as  'executive  agencies'.  Finally,  in 
addition  to  opportunities  for  the  coordination  of  planning  and  administrative 
functions  between  Government  and  Ministry  levels,  through  the  use  of  common 
admi ni strati ve  regions  by  all  Ministries,  opportunities  would  exist  to 
coordinate  Ministry  planning  and  administration  across  Policy  Field  lines. 

Thus,  within  the  common  administrative  planning  framework,  it  would  be 
possible  to  integrate  planning  and  decision-making  both  upwards  and  down¬ 
wards  between  Ministries  and  Government,  as  well  as  horizontally  on  an 
i nter-Mi ni stry  basis.  The  overall  benefits  would  be  two-fold.  Provincial 
Governmental  planning  and  policy-making  would  obtain  a  degree  of  reality 
and  relevance  which  was  absent  before.  At  the  same  time,  Ministry  planning 
and  program  administration  would  no  longer  be  required  to  operate  in  a 
vacuum  created  by  the  absence  of  firm  Provincial  planning  guidelines.  Within 
the  specific  context  of  land  use  planning  which  might  be  only  one  aspect  of 
the  overall  opportunity  referred  to  here,  the  Committee  On  Government 
Productivity  in  its  Interim  Report  Number  8  states: 

"We  concluded 3  for  example  3  that  Management  Board  should  be 
responsible  for  the  development  of  operating  policies 3  the 
improvement  of  program  management  and  the  optimum  use  of 
resources  within  the  Government 3  including  its  real  property 
resources .  On  the  other  hand3  the  Ministries 3  particularly 
those  in  the  Resources  Development  Policy  Fields  should  be 
involved  in  considering  alternatives  to  establish  priorities  3 
in  planning  land  use  within  the  context  of  their  own  Ministry . 

They  would  make  recommendations  to  the  Resources  Development 
Policy  Field  on  any  planning  likely  to  have  significant  impact 
on  specific  land  use.  We  believe  it  necessary 3  however 3  that 
any  decisions  which  individual  Ministries  are  recommending 

should  be  made  within  the  overall  framework  of  urban  and 

regional  development. ” 


Interim  Report  Number  8  goes  on  to  state: 

"The  Policy  and  Priorities  Board3  therefore 3  would  be  the 
point  for  land-use  decision-making .  First3  it  would  establish 
the  overall  urban  and  regional  development  framework.  Second3 
specific  recommendations  being  made  by  Ministries  to  their 
Policy  Field  Committees  would  ultimately  be  considered  by  the 
Policy  and  Priorities  Board.  It  would  be  the  Board’s 
responsibility  to  relate  and  perhaps  reconcile  the  specific 
recommendations  to  the  framework  which  it  has  approved.  " 

"It  may  be  some  time  before  an  overall  land-use  framework  is 
in  place  which  will  act  as  a  guide  to  both  the  Policy  and 

Priorities  Board  and  Ministries  in  assessing  the  desirability 
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of  specific  and  individual  land-use  policy  recommendations . 
Indeed 3  even  when  a  framework  is  in  place  it  will  certainly 
not  be  static  but  will  constantly  be  evolving .  Neverthe less 
we  believe  that  the  importance  of  planning  is  such  that  it 

requires  the  Policy  and  Priorities  Board  to  integrate  the 

specific  proposal  into  the  general  framework. " 


"Therefore  we  recommend  that: 

The  'Policy  and  Priorities  Board  of  Cabinet  continue 
to  be  responsible  for  reco'mmending  overall  land-use 
policy  to  Cabinet  in  the  form  of  urban  and  regional 
development  plans." 

A  comparison  of  the  planning  system  proposed  by  Mr.  McKeough  and  that 
contained  in  the  initial  Decentralization  Report  of  December? 1971 ,  showed 
a  great  deal  of  similarity.  As  a  result  of  this,  and  of  the  evident 
advantages,  it  was  decided  that  the  Task  Force  would  adopt  the  five 
Planning  Regions  as  a  basis  of  consultation  with  the  Ministries. 


3.2.2  Ministry  Program  Requirements 


While  as  stated,  the  Task  Force  now  had  to  ensure  that  the  system  of  common 
regions  conformed  to  planning  criteria,  the  necessity  of  being  compatible 
to  Ministry  administrative  criteria  had  always  existed  quite  explicitly.  To 
establish  viable  regions  for  administrative  purposes,  Ministries  consider 
the  following  factors  to  be  most  important: 

(a)  Workl  oad 


This  relates  to  various  factors  such  as  population,  location  of 
capital  investments,  miles  of  highway,  crown  lands,  geographic 
features, etc. 

(b)  Effecti veness 


A  region  must  be  so  designed  that  the  Ministry  feels  that  it  is 
delivering  its  services  in  such  a  manner  as  to  meet  its  program 
objecti ves. 

However,  rather  than  develop  these  criteria  in  depth, the  Task  Force 
felt  that  the  issue  of  feasibility  of  common  regions  was  essentially 
an  empirical  question  which  could  only  be  answered  by  consultation  with 
each  of  the  Ministries. 
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As  a  result,  the  Task  Force  held  a  series  of  meetings  with  all  Ministries. 
The  purpose  of  these  meetings  was  to  obtain  the  reaction  of  the  senior 
staff  of  the  Ministries  to  the  proposal  that  they  adopt  tne  five  Planning 
Regions  for  administrative  purposes. 

The  views  of  the  Ministries  and  the  tentative  conclusions  of  the  Task  Force 
were  summarized  in  Interim  Report  No.  1. 


3.3  Conclusions 


As  indicated  in  Interim  Report  No.  1  and  confirmed  by  subsequent  discussions 
with  the  Ministries,  while  the  five  Planning  Regions  concept  has  much  to 
recommend  it  in  terms  of  relating  planning  to  implementation  in  a  continuum, 
it  has  serious  faults  which  make  it  difficult  to  adopt  for  administrative 
purposes.  As  indicated  earlier,  the  Ministries  consider  workload  and 
effectiveness  to  be  the  more  important  factors  in  establishing  regional 
boundaries. 

The  Ministry's  regional  program  requirements  (for  those  which  have  geo¬ 
graphically  dispersed  program  management)  i.e.,  workload  and  effectiveness, 
determine  the  number  of  regions  from  which  program  management  functions 
can  be  carried  out.  A  region  must  be  neither  too  large  nor  too  small  in 
relation  to  workload.  A  minimum  population  base  of  one  million,  a  reasonable 
share  of  the  Ministry's  budget,  and  the  characteristi cs  and  orientation  of 
programs,  are  all  factors  to  be  considered.  To  be  effective,  the  Ministry 
must  have  a  region  that  is  reasonably  accessible  from  its  Administrative 
Centre,  is  relatively  homogeneous  in  terms  of  program  delivery  requirements, 
and  is  of  such  size  that  program  management  and  delivery  can  be  effective. 

Considering  these  factors,  the  major  problem  in  adopting  the  five  Planning 
Regions  for  administrative  purposes  is  the  size  of  the  Central  Planning  Region 
which  contains  4.5  million  people,  some  60%  of  the  population  of  Ontario.  It 
comprises  the  most  highly  industrialized  area  of  the  Province,  large  masses 
of  excellent  agricultural  land  and  extensi ve, sparsely  populated  territory 
(Muskoka,  Haliburton)  which  depends  on  tourism  as  its  economic  base.  In 
addition,  the  Central  Planning  Region  contains  within  its  boundaries  a  high 
proportion  of  the  Province's  fixed  capital  investment  in  roads,  public  institu¬ 
tions,  etc.  These  factors  of  size,  diversity  and  related  envi ronmental 
problems  make  it  impossible  for  most  Ministries  to  adopt  the  Central  Planning 
Region  for  administrative  purposes. 

The  Eastern  and  Southwestern  Regions  with  their  population  base  of  1  to  1.5 
million  are  acceptable  to  most  Ministries  for  administrative  purposes. 

Although  there  will  always  be  differences  of  opinion  concerning  the  location 
of  boundaries,  these  do  not  appear  to  be  insurmountable  in  the  case  of  these 
two  regions. 
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Distances,  sparse  population  and  variations  in  the  resource  base  would 
support  the  need  for  two  regions  in  Northern  Ontario  even  though  workloads 
in  many  cases  do  not  justify  two  regions.  Thus,  with  the  exception  of  the 
Central  Region,  the  system  of  Planning  Regions  provides  a  framework  for 
the  establishment  of  Administrative  Regions. 

The  problems  of  size  associated  with  the  Central  Planning  Region,  while 
serious,  are  not  fundamental;  therefore,  a  division  of  this  Region,  for 
administrative  purposes,  would  facilitate  the  development  of  a  regional 
structure  which  would  suit  the  program  requirements  of  the  Ministries. 
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4. 


ACHIEVING  ADMINISTRATIVE  REGION  -  PLANNING  REGION  COMPATIBILITY 


4. 1  The  Six-Region  Concept 

In  the  previous  section  it  was  concluded  that  four  Planning  Regions,  the 
Eastern,  Southwestern,  Northeastern  and  Northwestern,  could  be  readily 
adopted  as  Administrative  Regions.  Only  the  Central  Planning  Region, 
because  of  its  size,  would  need  to  be  divided.  The  question  now  arises 
on  what  basis  this  division  should  be  made. 

One  solution  would  be  to  make  Metropolitan  Toronto  a  region  in  itself. 
However,  the  adjacent  counties,  Peel,  York  and  Ontario,  are  so  closely  re¬ 
lated  to  Toronto  that  they  should  be  included  in  the  same  region  as  Metro¬ 
politan  Toronto.  The  remainder  of  the  Central  Planning  Region  would  then 
stretch  in  an  arc  from  Niagara  through  Muskoka  to  Peterborough.  It  would 
have  a  population  of  nearly  two  million  which  is  suitable  for  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  a  region.  However,  75%  of  this  population  would  be  concentrated 
in  the  western  part  around  Hamilton.  The  relatively  small  population  in 
the  eastern  part  and  distance  from  the  demographic  centre  would  make  this 
type  of  division  unsuitable. 

The  problem  could  be  overcome  through  the  division  of  the  Central  Planning 
Region  so  as  to  create  a  sixth  Administrative  Region  in  the  Hamilton- 
Kitchener-Niagara  area,  containing  the  counties  of  Dufferin,  Wellington, 
Waterloo,  Hal  ton,  Wentworth,  Brant,  Haldimand,  Norfolk  and  Niagara.  The 
map  on  the  following  page  shows  the  Six-Region  Concept.  The  sixth  region 
might  be  designated  as  the  Central  Region-West  and  its  population  base 
would  be  about  1.5  million,  approximately  equal  to  the  Southwestern  and 
Eastern  Regions.  With  the  removal  of  these  counties,  the  remainder  of 
the  Central  Planning  Region  would  have  an  easterly  orientation,  thus 
emphasizing  Government  policy  of  encouraging  growth  east  of  Metropolitan 
Toronto.  This  easterly  portion  of  the  Central  Planning  Region  might  be 
designated  as  the  Central  Region-East.* 

Division  of  the  Central  Planning  Region  into  more  than  two  Administrative 
Regions  would  create  at  least  one  region  with  a  population  too  small  for 
administrative  purposes  unless  Metropolitan  Toronto  were  to  be  split.  This 
was  rejected  because  of  the  governmental  system  in  Toronto  City  and  the 
Boroughs. 

However,  no  single  system  of  common  regions  can  be  completely  acceptable  to 
all  Ministries  unless  it  is  also  capable  of  adjusting  to  the  varied  needs 
of  all  individual  programs.  The  Task  Force  believes  that  while  the  Six- 
Region  approach  has  advantages  over  the  five  Planning  Regions  in  terms  of 
wide  general  acceptability  by  the  Ministries,  it  also  can  be  seen  as  a  basic 
administrative  framework  capable  of  considerable  further  modification  to  suit 
the  needs  of  individual  programs. 

The  six  Regions  can  be  viewed  as  ‘building  blocks1  from  which  a  variety  of 
administrative  systems  could  be  developed.  The  only  firm  criterion  would  be 
that  the  boundaries  of  the  basic  six  Regions  not  be  compromised.  Thus,  one 


NO l E :  *  The  inclusion  of  Peel  County  in  the  Central  Region-East  is  provisional, 
pending  a  final  decision  by  the  Government  concerning  regional  government 
jurisdictions  in  Peel  and  Hal  ton  Counties. 
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administrative  regions 
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Ministry  might  wish  to  use  eight  administrative  areas  and  another  only 
four.  Provided  this  were  done  by  dividing  one  or  more  of  the  proposed  six 
Regions  or  combining  them,  no  violation  of  the  principles  would  occur. 

The  terms  of  reference  of  this  study  do  not  extend  to  the  definition  of 
coterminous  program  delivery  'sub-regions1.  Nevertheless,  the  need  to  relate 
program  delivery  at  the  sub-regional  level  to  the  program  management  process 
has  been  substantiated  in  Section  3.  Therefore,  the  sub-regions  also  should 
be  compatible  with  the  six  Administrative  Regions. 

Thus,  just  as  an  individual  Ministry  or  program  could  establish  its  own  system 
of  administrative  areas,  provided  they  did  not  violate  the  boundaries  of  the 
Six-Region  Concept,  each  Ministry  also  should  establish  its  sub-regional  delivery 
boundaries  within  the  framework  of  the  Six  Region  Concept.  Briefly  stated,  a 
Ministry  may  combine  and  divide  the  six  Administrative  Regions  as  it  wishes, 
provided  that  both  its  administrative  and  its  program  delivery  areas  are  cont¬ 
ained  within  the  boundaries  of  their  respective  Administrative  Regions. 


4.2  Acceptability  of  Six  Administrative  Regions 


4.2.1  Ministry  Reactions  to  Six-Region  Concept 

The  Task  Force  has  had  extensive  consultations  with  all  Ministries.  Nine 
Ministries  could  adopt  the  Six-Region  Concept  described  in  Interim  Report 
No.  1,  although  there  is  not  universal  acceptance  of  the  proposed  boundaries. 

These  Ministries  are: 

Government  Services 
Attorney  General 

Consumer  and  Commercial  Relations 
Solicitor  General 
Envi ronment 
Labour 

Industry  and  Tourism 

Educati on 

Health 

The  Ministry  of  Treasury,  Economics  and  Intergovernmental  Affairs  would  prefer  to 
use  the  five  Planning  Regions  for  administration  purposes.  However,  since  the 
six  Administrative  Regions  would  be  compatible  with  the  Planning  Regions,  this 
does  not  represent  a  serious  problem.  Certain  of  the  above  Ministries  would 
find  it  necessary  to  divide  the  Administrative  Regions  (e.g.,  making  Metropolitan 
Toronto  a  separate  administrative  area),  or  to  combine  the  Northeastern  and 
Northwestern  Regions  into  a  single  administrative  area. 

The  Ministries  of  Revenue,  Agriculture  and  Food,  Colleges  and  Universities  and 
Community  and  Social  Services  report  that  the  concept  of  three-tier  regional¬ 
ization  is  not  applicable  to  their  operations. 

Finally,  three  Ministries  would  have  great  difficulty  in  adopting  either  the  five 
Planning  Regions  or  the  six  Administrative  Regions.  The  Ministry  of  Correctional 
Services  has  adopted  four  regions  for  adult  programs  and  two  regions  for  juvenile 
programs,  based  on  workload  which  is  geographically  determined  by  the  location 
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of  correctional  institutions  ant  training  schools.  I  he  fixed  assets  would 
make  it  difficult  for  this  Ministry  to  adopt  the  six  Administrative  Regions, 

except  in  the  very  long  run. 

The  Ministry  of  Natural  Resources  has  adopted  an  eight- region  structure 
based  on  geographical  and  geological  features.  Since  tnese  factors  determine 
the  workload  and  type  of  operations,  this  Ministry  must  be  considered  as 
atypical.  The  Ministry  would  conform  to  common  boundaries  as  much  as  possible 
but  permanent  deviations  can  be  expected. 

The  Ministry  of  Transportation  and  Communications  employs  five  regions, 
reqions  are  based  on  workload  as  determined  by  transportation  needs  and  the 
location  of  fixed  assets.  While  some  boundary  modifications  may  be  possible 
to  coincide  more  nearly  with  a  common  system,  total  conformity  wouio  be  un.ikely 

in  the  foreseeable  future. 


four 


In  summary,  the  use  of  six  common  regions  would  not  apply  to  all  Ministries. 

The  majority  could  adopt  the  Six-Region  Concept  over  the  next  five  years , 
would  find  them  i nappropri ate  at  this  stage  of  their  organizational  development, 
and  three  are  likely  to  be  long-term,  atypical  situations.  Never ‘one .ess,  ne 
adoption  of  common  regional  boundaries  by  more  than  half  of  the  Ministries  wouia 
be  a  forward  step  in  bringing  order  out  of  the  present  chaotic  system. 


From  the  point  of  view  of  the  integration  of  planning  and  administration ,  the 
Six-Reqion  proposal  should  cause  no  difficulties.  As  was  indicated  in  interim 
Report  No.  1,  page  9,  no  violation  of  the  principle  of  coterminous  ooundaries 
occurs  if  one  of  the  five  Planning  Regions  is  divided  into  more  than  one 
Administrative  Region,  or  if  more  than  one  Planning  Region  is  combined  into  a 
large  Administrative  Region.  The  only  condition  to  be  satisfied  is  that  in 
such  an  event,  the  outer  boundaries  should  not  overlap. 


4.3  Recommendations 

It  is  recommended  that  six  Administrative  Regions  be  established  in  the 
following  manner: 

(1)  The  Southwestern 3  Eastern 3  Northeastern  and  Northwestern  Planning 
Regions  should  he  adopted  also  as  Administrative  Regions . 

(2)  The  Central  Planning  Region  should  he  divided  into  two  Administ¬ 
rative  RegionSj  Central  Region-West  and  Central  Region-East . 

(3)  Central  Region-West  should  he  made  up  of  the  counties  and  regional 
municipalities  of  Dufferin3  Wellington 3  Waterloo 3  Halton3  Wentu)orth3 
Brant3  Haldimand3  Norfolk  and  Niagara .  Central  Region-East  should 
contain  the  counties  and  regional  municipalities  of  Metropolitan 
Toronto 3  York3  Simcoe3  Peel3 *  Muskoka3  Ontario 3  Victoria3  Ha'lihurton3 
Peterborough  and  Northumberland  and  Durham. 


NOTE:  *  The  inclusion  of  Peel  County  in  the  Central  Region-East  is  provisional, 
pending  a  final  decision  by  the  Government  concerning  regional  municipal  govern¬ 
ment  jurisdictions  in  Peel  and  Hal  ton  Counties. 
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Some  Ministries  have  suggested  that  Peel  County  also  be  included  in  the 
Central  Region-West.  However,  it  is  believed  that  for  most  purposes,  this 
county  can  be  better  served  as  a  part  of  the  Central  Region-East. 

In  keeping  with  the  principle  of  flexibility.  Ministries  could  combine  entire 
regions  or  sub-divide  a  single  region  if  their  particular  operations  require 
this.  Minor  short-term  deviations  (e.g.,  Peel  County)  could  also  be  accommo¬ 
dated. 

It  has  been  concluded  that  county  boundaries  must  be  followed  because  so 
many  provincial  programs  relate  to  the  county;  administration  of  justice, 
education,  and  many  social  services  to  name  a  few.  Boundary  modifications 
can  be  expected  as  the  municipal  structure  is  reformed  over  the  next  few 
years . 


The  Problem  of  a  Ministry  Unable  to  Conform 


The  foregoing  section  has,  in  fact,  dealt  with  the  essence  of  the  decentra¬ 
lization  issue  examined  under  the  Common  Regions  topic,  namely  the  feasibi¬ 
lity  of  establishing  common  Administrative  Regions  for  all  Ministries. 

While  most  Ministries  can  adopt  the  Six-Region  system  by  the  division  of 
the  Central  Planning  Region  into  two  Administrative  Regions,  there  are  a 
number  of  Ministries  which,  for  one  reason  or  another,  find  conformity 
difficult.  The  Task  Force  fully  recognizes  these  difficulties,  most 
notable  of  which  is  the  need  of  the  Ministry  of  Natural  Resources  to  retain 
a  regional  system  which  relates  closely  to  the  physical  resources  of  the 
Provi nee. 

While  understanding  this  point  of  view,  the  Task  Force  feels  strongly  that 
the  principles  expounded  in  Section  3  are  vital  and  that  any  Ministry 
which  is  unable  to  conform  weakens  the  ability  of  the  system  to  function. 
Therefore,  the  Task  Force  recommends  that: 

(4)  Each  Ministry  which  is  not  able  to  adopt  the  principles  of 
the  Six-Region  system  either  because  it  has  a  non- conforming 
regional  system  or  a  two-tier  structure  only ,  develop  clear 
and  firm  proposals  as  to  how  the  upward  and  downward  integ¬ 
ration  of  regional  planning  at  the  Provincial  level  and 
program  planning  at  the  Ministry  levels  will  be  effected. 

In  this  context,  the  Ministries  which  are  not  able  to  conform  to  the  common 
system  of  regions  will  have  to  develop  solutions  for  problems  in  a  number 
of  areas. 

The  major  problems  would  seem  to  be  related  to  statistical  daca.^  l he ^ non¬ 
conforming  Ministry  would  have  to  ensure  that  its  basic  geographic  unit, 
used  for  data  compilation,  is  so  designed  tnat  information  can  be  aggregated 
to  common  region  boundaries,  ihis  would  make  statistical  comparisons 


-  17  - 


possible  and  ensure  that  the  data  could  be  used  by  all  Ministries.  On  the 
other  hand,  the  non-conforming  Ministry  might  have  difficulty  in  using 
statistical  data  from  other  Ministries  for  its  own  purposes,  for  there  would 
be  no  obligation  on  Ministries  using  the  Common  Regions  to  provide  data 
which  would  relate  to  the  regions  of  non-conforming  Ministries. 

The  non-conforrni ng  Ministries  would  have  to  develop  special  mechanisms  for- 
coordinating  their  activities  with  those  of  other  Ministries  at  the  regional 
level.  Certainly  their  participation  in  the  proposed  Council  of  Regional 
Administrators  (See  Volume  II:  "Regional  Organization")  would  be  more 
difficult.  For  example,  the  Regional  Director  in  Transportation  and  Commun¬ 
ications  in  London  would  have  to  relate  to  Councils  of  Regional  Administr¬ 
ators  for  the  Southwestern  Region,  Central  Region-West  and  Central  Region- 
East.  Such  a  situation  would  make  regional  coordination  difficult  if  not 
impossible.  This  would  likely  result  in  centralization  of  authority,  thus, 
being  counter  to  the  entire  thrust  of  decentralization  of  government 
admi ni strati  on. 

The  entire  communi cati on  process,  both  formal  and  informal,  among  Ministries 
at  the  regional  level  will  undoubtedly  be  inhibited  by  non-conforming 
Ministries.  Extra  effort  would  be  required  to  avoid  potential  breakdowns. 

These  and  other  problems  will  require  solutions  which  the  non-conforming 
Ministries  will  have  to  develop.  They  are  not  likely  to  be  uniform 
solutions,  for  each  Ministry  that  does  not  participate  in  the  common  system 
must  institute  the  mechanism  which  best  serves  the  needs  of  i nter-Mi ni stry 
relationships  and  of  the  individual  Ministry. 
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PART  II 


REGIONAL  ADMINISTRATIVE  CENTRES 


1. 


THE  CONCEPT 


Regional  Administrative  Centres  would  provide  a  focus  in  each  Administrative 
Region  to  which  the  public  could  relate,  a  higher  level  of  visibility  of 
Government  activity  and  greater  opportunities  for  inter-Ministry  coordination. 
These  benefits  would  also  apply  to  those  Ministries  which  cannot  adopt 
common  regional  boundaries,  through  their  inclusion  in  the  Regional  Centre. 

For  those  Ministries  which  are  geographically  organized,  the  program 
management  functions  would  be  carried  out  from  the  Admini strati ve  Centre. 

Program  delivery  could  also  be  carried  out  from  the  Administrative  Centre 
where  the  second  and  third  tiers  are  combined  or  where  a  third  tier,  pro¬ 
gram  delivery  level,  shares  the  facilities  of  the  Admini strati ve  Centre. 

It  can  be  anticipated  that  the  functions  of  program  admini strati  on  and 
program  delivery  and  the  support  services  required  by  both,  will  be 
increasingly  decentralized  geographically  in  the  future,  making  Administra¬ 
tive  Centres  a  more  important  entity  in  the  structure  of  Government  in 
Ontario9and  creating  further  opportunities  for  the  establishment  of  sub¬ 
regional  centres  for  program  delivery. 

As  mentioned  above.  Administrative  Centres  would  be  concerned  with  the 
program  management  functions.  These  include  operational  planning,  work 
organization,  operational  management,  inter-Ministry  program  coordination 
at  a  regional  level,  evaluation  of  program  effectiveness,  feedback  and  policy 
input,  financial  control  and  support  services  both  to  program  management 
and  to  program  delivery.  The  regional  staff  required  by  each  Ministry  varies 
from  ten  to  five  hundred,  with  the  typical  Ministry  having  from  25  to  60  staff 
engaged  in  these  activities.  Thus,  an  Administrative  Centre  might  have  a 
total  of  350  to  600  staff,  plus  whatever  program  delivery  staff  is  located  in 
the  same  facility. 

The  problem  associated  with  fitting  all  Ministries,  with  their  wide  range  of 
needs  and  objectives,  into  one  regional  administrative  framework  was  discussed 
in  Part  I, Section  4,  as  was  a  further  elaboration  of  the  principle  of  flexib¬ 
ility  by  which  this  could  be  achieved.  A  similar  problem  occurs  in  the  context 
of  common  Administrative  Centres. 

While  it  is  one  of  the  objectives  of  this  report  to  identify  one  Administrative 
Centre  which  can  be  used  by  every  Ministry  in  each  Region,  it  is  recognized  that, 
in  practice,  some  Ministries  may  not  be  able  to  conform  to  this  principle.  The 
most  obvious  causes  may  be  that  (a)  due  to  the  division  of  one  Administrati ve 
Region  into  two  or  more  administrative  areas,  two  or  more  Centres,  may  be 
required,  and  (b)  by  the  combination  of  two  Administrative  Regions  into  one 
larger  administrative  area,  some  Ministries  may  not  make  use  of  the  designated 
Administrative  Centre  at  all. 

Some  Ministries  may  not  be  able  to  adopt  the  designated  Regional  Admini strati ve 
Centres  for  reasons  which  relate  to  particular  social  or  administrative  situa¬ 
tions.  Education  will  almost  certainly  have  to  use  Ottawa  as  the  Administrative 
Centre  of  the  Eastern  Region  due  to  the  high  proportion  of  French-speaking  staff 
employed  in  its  program,  and  Transportation  and  Communications  will  in  the  snort 
run,  need  to  use  Kingston  as  its  Centre  because  of  the  large  fixed  capital 
investment  there.  Such  a  situation  is  not  desirable  and  any  return  to 
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the  current  situation  of  multiple  regional  offices  should  be  resisted. 
Nevertheless,  in  the  short  run, there  seems  to  be  no  choice  but  to  accept 
some  dilution  of  the  principle  of  common  Administrative  Centres  used  by 
all  Ministries.  However,  support  services  should  not  be  duplicated  for 
they  can  be  provided  from  the  designated  Administrative  Centres. 
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2.  ADVANTAGES  AND  DISADVANTAGES 


The  establishment  of  a  Regional  Administrative  Centre  in  each  of  the  six 
Administrative  Regions  would  produce  a  number  of  benefits. 

Regional  Administrative  Centres  would: 

-  provide  a  mechanism  for  improving  inter-Ministry  coordination 
of  the  planning  and  delivery  of  common  administrative  and 
operational  support  services,  equipment,  accommodation  and 
special  facilities; 

-  create  an  opportunity  for  partial  organizational  integration 
with  regard  to  the  provision  of  common  administrative  and 
operational  support  services  to  those  Ministries  represented 
at  the  Centre; 

-  enable  support  services  of  a  higher  calibre  and  consistency 
to  be  provided  to  those  sub-regional  offices  served  by  the 
Centre; 

-  provide  a  geographical  focal  point  for  citizen  contact  with 
the  Government  within  the  particular  region  served  by  the 
Centre,  thereby  facilitating  the  accessibility  of  the  public 
to  the  Ministry  program  management  and  operating  staff; 

help  increase  the  ‘visibility1  of  the  Provincial  Government 
within  the  community; 

-  contribute  to  reducing  the  amount  of  time  spent  by  citizens 

in  obtaining  decisions,  services  and  information*,  particular¬ 
ly  with  regard  to  those  programs  which  concern  more  than  one 
Ministry; 

-  improve  i ntra-Mi nistry  and  i nter-Ministry  communications  among 
regional  program  staffs  located  at  the  Centre,  thereby  facili¬ 
tating  the  ongoing  coordination  of  program  planning  and  deli¬ 
very  ; 

-  facilitate  the  achievement  of  greater  decentralization  of 
Government  services  and  regional  organization  structuring  of 
Ministries  over  the  longer  term. 

While  many  of  the  foregoing  advantages  are  non-quantifiable  in  terms  of  their 
producing  dollar  savings,  all  of  the  benefits  mentioned  would  contribute  to  an 
overall  improvement  in  program  effectiveness. 


*  NOTE: 


The  problem  of  inter-Mi nistry  coordination  of  communications  and  information 
services  as  well  as  the  concept  of  regional  information  centres  serving  all 
Ministries,  is  discussed  in  Interim  Report  Number  7  of  the  Committee  on 
Government  Productivity  (June,  1972). 
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The  one  benefit  identified  above  which  offers  the  greatest  potential  for 
dollar  savings  is  the  opportunity  which  the  establishment  of  Regional 
Administrative  Centres  would  provide  for  inter-Ministry  coordination  of 
the  planning  and  delivery  of  support  services. 

Assuming  that  the  majority  of  those  Ministries  represented  in  a  municipality 
designated  as  the  Regional  Administrative  Centre  are  accommodated  at  one 
location  (i.e.,  in  a  single  structure  or  group  of  adjacent  buildings) ,  signi¬ 
ficant  improvements  in  space  utilization  could  be  achieved.  This  would  be 
possible  through  the  shared  use  of  conference  rooms,  reception  areas  and 
waiting  rooms,  storage  areas,  file  rooms,  corridors,  service  areas,  stairways 
and  elevators,  etc.  The  cost  analyses  of  establishing  six  Regional  Adminis¬ 
trative  Centres  vis-a-vis  continuing  to  perform  regional  functions  on  a 
multi -location  basis  as  at  present, may  be  referred  to  in  Section  4. 

In  addition  to  the  shared  utilization  of  a  portion  of  the  accommodation,  the 
establishment  of  Administrative  Centres  would  permit  the  pooling  of  certain 
equipment  and  services  such  as  telephone  and  telecommunications  facilities, 
document  copying  and  reproduction  equipment,  specialized  office  machines  and 
appliances,  motor  vehicles  and  various  types  of  operational  and  technical 
equipment.  Through  the  sharing  of  this  kind  of  resource,  utilization  would 
be  optimized  and  equipment  capital  costs  and  rental  charges  reduced. 

Finally,  the  partial  organizational  integration  of  certain  administrative  and 
operational  support  service  functions  on  an  inter-Ministry  basis,  while 
definitely  a  longer-term  consideration,  would  likely  result  in  significant 
economies.  Representative  of  the  administrative  support  functions  which 
might,  at  some  future  date,  prove  to  be  suitable  for  partial  integration  would 
be  those  associated  with  the  processing  of  financial  data,  certain  personnel 
administration  responsibilities  and  office  services.  Representative  of  opera¬ 
tional  support  functions  which  might  be  candidates  for  partial  integration 
would  be  information  to  the  public,  data  processing  services,  telephone  and 
telecommunications  services,  motor  vehicle  management,  typing  and  stenography 
and  document  fi li ng. 

The  mechanisms  by  which  inter-Ministry  coordination  might  be  achieved  and  the 
possible  organizational  implications  of  integrating  administrative  and  opera¬ 
tional  support  services  is  discussed  in  Volume  II  of  the  Task  Force  Report: 
"Regional  Organization  11 . 

One  of  the  more  important  disadvantages  of  the  Administrative  Centre  concept 
is  the  potential  disruption  of  Ministry  operations  caused  by  relocating 
regional  functions  from  existing  sites  to  the  designated  Centres.  Naturally, 
the  impact  of  the  physical  move  from  an  existing  location  to  another  site  in 
terms  of  disruption  of  services  to  the  public,  internal  support  services,  the 
working  environment  of  the  staff  and  family  life,  can  be  minimized  by  means  of 
thorough  planning  prior  to  implementation  and  careful  management  of  the  move 
itself.  Nevertheless,  some  disruption  and  inconvenience  would  undoubtedly 
occur. 

A  second  major  disadvantage  is  the  cost  of  relocating  regional  functions  and 
staff  in  terms  of  the  one-time  expenditures  to  be  made  by  the  Province  in 
acquiring  and  outfitting  suitable  accommodation  at  the  new  location  and  in 
transferring  regional  program  employees,  employees1  families,  and  furniture 
and  equipment  to  that  site.  Cost  analyses  in  respect  of  alternative 
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Admi ni strati ve  Centre  locations  may  be  referred  to  in  Section  4  of 
this  report. 

Finally,  the  establishment  of  Administrative  Centres  will  result  in 
the  transfer  of  regional  program  staff  and  their  families  out  of  municipa¬ 
lities  which  are  no  longer  to  be  regarded  as  regional  offices  for  purposes 
of  Government  administration.  The  combination  of  reduced  Government  pro¬ 
gram  spending  and  employee  spending  in  the  municipality  may  have  a  signi¬ 
ficant  impact  on  the  economy  of  the  communities  affected.  Although  the 
economic  contribution  of  the  expenditures  made  by  a  single  Ministry  and  its 
employees  may  not  be  particularly  significant  when  viewed  in  isolation,  the 
aggregate  effect  of  several  Ministry  regional  functions  being  moved  out  of 
a  particular  municipality  could  be  quite  dramatic. 
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3. 


FINDINGS  AND  CONCLUSIONS 


The  recommendation  for  six  Administrative  Regions  would  seeem  to  pre¬ 
determine  the  requirement  for  the  number  of  Administrative  Centres.  However, 
certain  Ministries  might  require  additional  Administrative  Centres,  if  they 
chose  to  sub-divide  an  Administrative  Region  (e.g..  Natural  Resources). 

In  developing  selection  criteria  for  Administrative  Centres,  the  Task  Force 
took  as  a  base  all  municipalities  with  a  population  in  excess  of 
25,000.  The  choice  of  this  size  was  in  part  arbitrary  and  provided  a  means 
of  reducing  the  selection  process.  It  also  provided,  in  the  opinion  of  the 
members  of  the  Task  Force,  a  reasonable  guide  to  those  centres  which  could 
fulfill  the  role  of  a  Regional  Centre.  In  all,  there  are  some  25  such  munici¬ 
palities.  Communities  such  as  Mississauga  and  Brampton  were  considered  to 
be  suburbs  of  Toronto  and  therefore  omitted.  A  list  of  these  municipalities 
is  shown  in  Table  I  below: 


TABLE  I 


Municipalities  in  Ontario  with  Population  in  Excess  of  25,000 


Region 

Northeastern 


Northwestern 

Southwestern 


Central  West 


Central  East 


Eastern 


Muni ci pal i ty 

Sault  Ste  Marie 
Timmi ns 
North  Bay 
Sudbury 

Thunder  Bay 

London 
Sarni  a 
Chatham 
Woodstock 
Windsor 

Hami 1  ton 

St.  Catherines 

Kitchener  (including 

Cambridge,  Guelph) 
Niagara  Falls 
Welland 
Brantford 

Toronto  -  Queen Ss  Park 
Toronto  -  Suburban 
Barri  e 

Peterborough 

Osnawa 

Ottawa 
Kingston 
Bel levi lie 
Cornwal  1 
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Having  obtained  this  list  of  candidates , the  lask  Force  then  applied  the 
following  additional  criteria  of: 

Central i ty  -  geographical 
-  demographic 

Transportation  -  inter- regional 
-  intra-regional 

Physical  infrastructure 


Social  and  cultural  amenities. 


By  the  application  of  the  criterion  of  demographic  and  geographical  centrality, 
the  twenty-five  municipalities  were  reduced  consi derably . 

In  the  Northwestern  Region,  Thunder  Bay  is  geographi cal ly  and  demographi cally 
central.  It  has  excellent  transportation  connections,  adequate  infrastruc¬ 
tures  and  is  already  the  regional  centre  for  most  Ministries. 

In  the  Southwestern  Region,  the  demographic  centre  of  gravity  exists  along 
Highway  401  to  the  west  and  North-South  along  the  United  States  border.  In 
the  view  of  the  Task  Force,  London  was  the  ideal  cnoice  both  by  virtue  of 
being  the  largest  centre  and  the  most  central.  On  the  other  hand  Sarnia, 
Chatham  and  Windsor  lacked  geographic  and  above  all,  demographic  centrality, 
particularly  in  relation  to  Grey  and  Bruce  Counties,  and  were  rejected  as 
potential  candidates. 

In  the  Central  Region-East,  no  other  centre  than  Toronto  seemed  reasonable 
in  the  light  of  the  huge  population  concentration  in  the  Metropolitan  area. 

In  view  of  this,  Barrie,  Peterborough  and  Oshawa  were  rejected. 

However,  some  Ministries  would  prefer  a  suburban  location  for  their  regional 
offices.  Access  to  the  freeway  network,  location  of  clients  and  nearness 
to  the  airport  are  the  reasons  cited.  Richmond  Hill  is  the  location  most 
frequently  named  by  the  Ministries.  Pickering  New  Town  might  also  be  favour¬ 
ably  considered  when  development  in  the  area  is  more  mature.  Ministries  that 
would  find  a  suburban  location  acceptable  are  Government  Services,  Revenue 
(Assessment),  Solicitor  General ,  Environment,  Labour,  Industry  and  Tourism, 
Natural  Resources  and  Transportation  and  Communications. 

As  yet,  there  is  not  clear  choice  for  Centres  in  the  other  three  Regions.  Tne 
better  alternatives  are  Hamilton  or  Kitchener  (including  Cambridge  and  Guelph.) 
in  the  proposed  Central  Region-West;  Ottawa  or  Kingston  in  the  Eastern 
Region  and  Sudbury  or  North  Bay  in  the  Northeastern  Region.  A  qualitative 
analysis  of  these  alternatives  is  summarized  in  Appendix  A.  Cost  Data  is 
developed  in  Section  4. 

Of  the  six  candidates  in  the  Central  Region-West,  the  Task  Force  felt  that 
Niagara  Fails,  St.  Catherines  and  Welland  were  geographi cally  not  central 
enough  to  be  acceptable.  This  left  Hamilton,  Kitchener  (Cambridge  and  Guelph) 
and  Brantford.  While  Brantford  was  acceptable  on  the  basis  of  population  and 
centrality  criteria  as  well  as  the  other  factors,  it  was,  in  the  opinion  of 
the  Task  Force,  marginally  the  least  suitable  of  the  three  and  was  therefore 
rejected  as  a  candidate  in  favour  of  Hamilton  or  Kitchener. 
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In  qualitative  terms,  Hamilton  is  more  central  both  geographi cal ly  and 
demographically  within  the  Central  Region-West;  has  more  extensive 
health  facilities  and  a  more  assured  water  supply.  Hamilton  is  preferred 
as  an  Administrative  Centre  location  by  six  Ministries;  Kitchener  by  two. 
Office  rents  in  Kitchener  are  slightly  lower  than  in  Hamilton  and  the 
quality  of  the  air  is  better.  Other  factors  are  approximately  equivalent. 
The  annual  operating  cost  would  be  $187,000  in  Kitchener  vs  $198,000  in 
Hamilton.  However,  non-recurring  implementation  expenditures  are  estimated 
to  be  $44,000  less  in  Hamilton. 

Demographically,  the  Northeastern  Region  centres  along  Highways  17  and  11. 
The  demographic  centre  is  clearly  related  to  the  junction  of  these  two 
highways  in  North  Bay.  Viewed  in  this  way,  the  Task  Force  felt  that  the 
choice  of  a  Centre  should  be  between  North  Bay  and  Sudbury  and  rejected 
Timmins  and  Sau'it  Ste.  Marie  as  potential  candidates. 

Both  Sudbury  and  North  Bay  have  central  locations  and  good  transportation 
services;  however,  Sudbury  has  the  added  advantage  of  NorOntair  service 
Office  rentals  are  considerably  more  expensive  in  Sudbury  and  space  avail¬ 
ability  is  limited.  On  the  other  hand,  the  Ministry  of  the  Environment 
reports  that  Sudbury  has  an  acute  sulphur  dioxide  problem  and  the  Regional 
Development  Branch  strongly  supports  North  Bay  on  the  grounds  that  it  needs 
development  while  Sudbury  is  economically  self-sustaining.  However,  the 
Ministries  would  prefer  a  Sudbury  location  by  a  margin  of  ten  to  one.  The 
annual  operating  costs  for  an  Administrative  Centre  are  estimated  at 
$930,000  in  Sudbury  and  $848,000  in  North  Bay.  Implementation  expenditures 
would  be  approximately  $220,000  more  in  Sudbury  than  in  North  Bay. 

Demographically,  the  Eastern  Region  can  be  described  as  a  triangle  with  the 
apex  at  Ottawa  and  the  base  running  along  the  St.  Lawrence  from  Trenton  and 
Belleville  to  Cornwall.  From  both  the  geographical  and  demographic  view¬ 
point,  Kingston  appears  to  be  the  best  candidate  but  due  to  the  somewhat 
singular  cultural  conditions  of  the  region,  the  Task  Force  believes  Ottawa 
should  also  receive  serious  consideration. 

There  is  no  appreciable  difference  between  Ottawa  and  Kingston  in  terms  of 
transportation ,  environment,  infrastructure  or  Ministry  preference.  Those 
Ministries  serving  Franco-Ontari ans  would  insist  on  an  Ottawa  location. 

The  Regional  Development  Branch  reports  that  Kingston  needs  greater  support 
for  its  development  than  Ottawa.  Annual  operating  costs  would  be  approxim¬ 
ately  $885,000  in  Kingston  and  $918,000  in  Ottawa.  Non-recurri ng  Implement¬ 
ation  expenditures  would  be  nearly  $470,000  more  for  Ottawa  as  compared  to 
Ki ngston. 
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4.  COST  ANALYSIS 


In  the  near  term,  Regional  Administrative  Centres  would  be  staffed  by  Ministry 
employees  now  engaged  in  activities  in  existing  regional  offices.  It  is 
anticipated  that  Administrative  Centres  will  become  considerably  larger  as 
more  programs  are  regionalized  in  the  future.  A  more  precise  idea  of  the 
eventual  size  of  each  Centre  will  be  known  when  all  of  the  Ministry  reorganiz¬ 
ation  planning  studies  have  been  completed.  (See  Volume  I:  "Summary  of  Findings, 
Conclusions  and  Recommendations"),,  The  number  of  employees  now  engaged  in 
regional  functions  is  as  follows  (See  Appendix  B  for  details): 


Region 

Regiona 

Northwestern 

359 

Northeastern 

515 

Southwestern 

533 

Central-West 

111 

Central -East 

818 

Eastern 

527 

The  first  step  in  the  establishment  of  Regional  Administrative  Centres  would  be 
a  consolidation  of  most  of  these  employees  at  a  single  location  in  each  Region. 
The  Ministry  of  Government  Services  already  has  plans  for  office  consolidation 
in  a  number  of  cities. 

Accordingly,  the  annual  recurring  costs  of  operating  Administrative  Centres 
would  not  be  all  new  expenditures  but  a  re-allocation  of  existing  expendi¬ 
tures.  The  longer-term  net  increase  in  recurring  expenditures  cannot  be 
determined  until  each  Ministry  completes  its  implementation  planning  study  and 
therefore,  recurring  annual  costs  have  been  estimated  on  the  basis  of  existing 
regional  staff  complements.  Increased  expenditures  resulting  from  upgrading  of 
regional  office  accommodation  would  be  partially  offset  by  the  sharing  of  such 
commonly  required  space  as  conference  rooms  and  storage  areas.  It  is  estimated 
that  these  savings  would  total  approximately  $85,000-$90,000  per  year  for  the 
six  Administrative  Centres. 

The  comparison  of  implementation  and  operating  costs  for  Centres  where  no 
definite  choice  of  location  has  been  suggested,  will  provide  additional 
information  for  the  final  selection. 

Recurring  annual  costs  were  developed  by  applying  square  footage  allocations 
recommended  by  the  Committee  on  the  Working  Environment  for  determining  overall 
space  needs.  Cost  of  accommodation  reflects  the  present  rental  costs  for  suit¬ 
able  office  space  in  the  various  cities.  Telecommunications  costs  are  based  on 
number  and  mix  of  staff  at  the  various  locations,  as  are  other  costs  which 
comprise  travel,  mail,  office  supplies  and  similar  expenditures. 

Non-recurring  or  implementation  costs  have  been  developed  on  two  bases.  The 
first,  involves  moving  office  furniture  and  fixtures  to  the  new  Administrative 
Centre,  the  second  involves  the  replacement  of  these  items  with  new  equipment. 
Other  elements  of  the  non-recurri ng  cost  include  telephone  and  electrical  install 
ations  and  partitioning.  The  estimated  costs  of  moving  office  furniture  are 
based  on  standard  commercial  rates  charged  to  the  Ministry  of  Government  Services 
Family  moving  costs  (figures  supplied  by  the  Ontario  Moving  Association)  are 
those  for  the  actual  moving  of  an  average  family  of  3.6  persons  and  all  other 
allowances  available  to  transferring  civil  servants.  Table  il  on  the  following 
page  summarizes  these  costs;  details  are  contained  in  Appendix  C. 
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TABLE  II 


Estimated  Costs  of  Regional  Administrative  Centres 

(figures  rounded) 


Reqi on 

Municipality 

Non-Recurri ng  Costs 

A  *  B  * 

$  $ 

Annual 

!  Recurring  Costs 
$ 

Northwestern 

Thunder  Bay 

235,000 

320,000 

663,000 

Northeastern 

Sudbury 

824,000 

938,000 

930,000 

North  Bay 

604,000 

720,000 

848,000 

Southwestern 

London 

340,000 

476,000  | 

l£> 

CT> 

, — * 

V 

O 

o 

o 

Central  West 

Hami Iton 

165,000 

187,000 

198,000 

Ki tchener 

209,000 

232,000 

187,000 

Central  East 

Queen's  Park 

40,000 

52,000 

117,000 

Suburban 

477,000 

621,000 

1,215,000 

Eastern 

Ki  ngston 

594,000 

709,000 

885,000 

Ottawa 

1  ,066,000 

1  ,177,000 

919,000 

*  A  -  Based  on  moving  office  furniture  and  fixtures 

*  B  -  Based  on  replacing  office  furniture  and  fixtures 


Thus,  the  overall  recurring  costs  of  operating  Administrative  Centres  would 
range  between  $4.8  million  and  $5.1  million  depending  upon  which  municipalities 
are  selected.  This  compares  with  the  estimated  cost’  of  operating  regional 
offices  now  of  $4.2  million  to  $4.3.  The  increase  of  $600,000  to  $800,000 
would  result  from  upgrading  the  quality  of  office  accommodation  and  from  appli¬ 
cation  of  Working  Environment  space  standards.  Non-recurri ng  implementation 
costs  would  range,  depending  on  the  municipality  selected,  between  $2.4  and 
$3.1  if  existing  furniture  and  fixtures  were  moved  to  the  new  Administrative 
Centre.  If  furniture  and  fixtures  were  replaced, the  costs  would  range 
between  $3.1  and  $3.8. 
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5.  RECOMMENDATIONS 


Subject  to  a  decision  by  the  Government  to  proceed  with  the  planning  and 
implementation  of  a  system  of  Regional  Administrative  Centres ,  it  is 
recommended  that: 

(1)  "Regional  Administrative  Centres"  be  established  within 
the  proposed  six  Administrative  Regions 3  even  though 
the  common  Regions  are  not  adopted  by  all  Ministries ; 

(2)  Thunder  Bay  and  London  be  designated  as  Regional 
Administrative  Centres  of  the  Ontario  Government  for 
the  Northwestern  and  Southwestern  Regions 3  respectively ; 

(2)  Two  Regional  Centres  be  established  in  the  Central 
Region-East 3  namely 3  Queen  ' s  Park 3  to  accommodate 
those  Ministries  which  prefer  a  central  location  and  a 
suburban  point  for  those  Ministries  which  prefer  a 
suburban  Toronto  location . 

*(4)  Regional  Administrative  Centres  be  established  at 

either  Hamilton  or  Kitchener  in  the  Central  Region-West , 
at  either  Ottawa  or  Kingston  in  the  Eastern  Region3  and 
at  either  Sudbury  or  North  Bay  in  the  Northeastern  Region . 


NOTE:  *  The  Task  Force  is  unable  to  make  a  definite  recommendation  for  the 
location  of  Regional  Administrative  Centres  in  the  Central  Region-West,  the 
Eastern  Region  and  the  Northeastern  Region.  In  each  case,  the  analysis 
indicated  two  municipalities  that  would  be  acceptable.  Each  of  the  municip¬ 
alities  offers  advantages  and  disadvantages  but  overall,,  no  definite  choice 
becomes  evident.  The  quantitative  and  qualitative  factors  applicable  to  these 
alternatives  have  been  summarized  in  Part  II  (Section  3)  and  analyzed  in  detail 
in  the  Appendices,  so  that  the  decision  can  be  made  at  the  policy  level. 
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6.  IMPLEMENTATION  GUIDELINES 


The  establishment  of  the  Administrative  Regions  and  their  boundaries  and  the  ident¬ 
ification  of  Regional  Administrative  Centres ,  should  be  considered  as  key  policy 
decisions  to  be  made  as  soon  as  possible,  since  Government  acceptance  of  these  concepts 
is  an  important  prerequisite  to  eventual  regional ization  planning  by  the  Ministries.  It 
is  important  that  the  future  organization  planning  objectives  or  each  Ministry  be  devel¬ 
oped  in  relation  to  a  specific  configuration  of  Administrative  Regions  and  Regional 
Administrative  Centres  so  as  to  permit  the  benefits  of  improved  coordination  ana  co¬ 
operation  at  the  local  level  to  be  realized  at  the  earliest  possiD.e  daue0 

The  recommended  approach  to  implementation  of  the  Task  Force  recommendations  concerning 
common  Administrative  Regions  and  Regional  Administrative  Centres  is  as  follows: 


(a)  Common  Administrative  Regions: 

1.  Subject  to  minor  adjustments  to  the  outer  boundaries  of  the  five  Planning  Regions 
and  a  final  decision  in  respect  of  regional  municipal  government  boundaries  in 
Reel  and  Ealton  Counties 3  the  six  Administrative  Regions  identified  in  recommend¬ 
ations  13  23  and  33  ( page  16)  should  be  established  by  means  of  a  formal  policy 
statement  by  the  Government; 

2.  The  ten  Ministries  which  are  able  to  utilize  the  proposed  Administrative  Regions 
should  proceed^  as  soon  as  possible 3  to  plan  and  implement  the  means  by  which  field 
program  organization  and  administration  will  be  adjusted  and  geographically  re¬ 
oriented  to  conform  with  these  Regions ; 


3.  Each  of  the  seven  Ministries  which  has  reported  that  it  is  unable  to  adopt  the  six- 
Region  systems  either  because  of  the  requirement  for  a  unique^  non- conforming 
regional  system  or  the  absence  of  a  regional  tier  of  administrations  should  be 
instructed  to  develop  clear  and  firm  proposals  as  to  how  its  planning  and  operations 
can  be  related  to  the  six  Regions; 

4.  All  Ministries  should  be  instructed  to  adjust  geographic  areas  employed  for  program 
delivery  purposes  at  the  local  or  ' sub-regional 1  level  so  as  to  be  compatible  with 
the  outer  boundaries  of  the  six  Administrative  Regions; 


5.  Continuing  responsibility  for  coordinating  periodic  boundary  adjustments  to  the 
six  Administrative  Regions  and  for  monitoring  and  evaluating  Ministry  planning  and 
implementation  efforts  in  respect  of  the  adoption  of  the  Administrative  Regions 3 
should  be  assigned  to  the  Management  Board  Secretariat. 

(b)  Regional  Administrative  Centres: 


60  Subject  to  a  decision  as  to  which  municipality  is  to  be  designated  as  the  Regional 
Administrative  Centre  for  those  Regions  wherein  alternatives  exist  (recommendation  4 
page  29)  3  the  Government  should  establish  the  Regional  Administrative  Centres  by 
means  of  a  formal  policy  statement; 


7 . 


The  M^nrstry  of  Government  Services  should  consider  the  provision  of  suitable  accon, 
•  CYLd,  ffZQT'}T'ties  at  the  designated  Regional  Administrative  Centres  as  an 

soon  aT ^  contynuat'von  of  its  office  consolidation  program  and3  as 

innate  studies  to  identify  the  specific  requirements  ana 
Sts  of  the  Centres  as  well  as  plans  and  schedules  of  implementation . 


Sc  The  Ministry  of  Government  Services  should  initiate  a  study  to  determine  which 
locations  in  or  near  suburban  Metropolitan  Toronto  would  be  suitable  and  econ¬ 
omically  feasible  for  the  construction  of  a  second  Regional  Administrative 
Centre  within  the  "Central  Region-East" 3  to  accommodate  those  Ministries  preferr¬ 
ing  a  suburban  Toronto  location , 
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9.  Subject  to  provision  by  the  Ministry  of  Government  Services  of  suitable  accommod¬ 
ation  and  facilities  at  the  designated  Regional  Administrative  Centres 3  Minist¬ 
ries  should  proceed  with  planning  and  implementing  the  transfer  of  existing 
regional  office  staffs  (i.e.3  staff  performing  *  regional’  as  opposed  to  program 
delivery  responsibilities)  to  the  six  designated  Centres. 

10.  Continuing  responsibility  for  monitoring  and  evaluating  Ministry  planning  and 
implementation  efforts  in  establishing  the  designated  Regional  Administrative 
Centres  and  subsequently  transferring  regional  office  program  and  administrative 
functions  to  the  Centres3  should  be  assigned  to  the  Management  Board  Secretariat. 

11.  As  the  Regional  Administrative  Centres  are  completed  and  become  operational 3  the 

Management  Board  of  Cabinet  should  initiate  studies  to  determine  the  feasibility  of: 
(a)  consolidating  financial3  personnel  and  other  common  administrative  and  opera¬ 
tional  support  services  required  by  Ministries  at  the  regional  level ;  (b)  estab¬ 

lishing  appropriate  inter-Ministry  coordination  mechanisms  at  the  regional  level. 


% 
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REGIONAL  CENT.-.f  -  QUALITATIVE  ANALYSIS 


APPENDIX  A 


Factor 


Hamilton 


Kitchener 


Population 


males 

females 

Total 

147,500 

150,600 

298,100 

95,700 

97,600 

192,300 

Labour  Force 

Clerical  Staff  Available 
males 
females 

Total 

756 

8.028 

178 

1,621 

TT7W 

Clerical  Weekly  Wage 

Community 

Government  (Clerk  3  -  modal) 

$130 

$137 

$128 

$137 

Transportation 

Inter-regi onal 
rai  1 
road 
ai  r 

From  -  Toronto 

4/4  per  day  -  fair 

42  miles  -  1  hour  excellent 
no  service 

From  -  Toronto 

4/2  per  day  -  fair 

69  miles,  l>s  hours  -  excellent 
no  service 

Intra-regional 

Hamilton  -  Niagara  Falls  -  47  miles 

-  Brantford  -  26  miles 

-  Simcoe  -  42  miles 

-  Kitchener  -  36  miles 

Kitchener  -  Brantford  -  26  miles 
-  Simcoe  -  49  miles 

-  Niagara  Falls  -  83  miles 

Haipi  1  ton  -  36  miles 

151  miles 

194  miles 

Central i ty 

More  central  geographically  and 
demographi cal ly 

Less  central 

Office  Rents 

$6.50  -  $7.00  per  sq.  ft. 

$5.00  per  sq.  ft. 

Meets  French  Lanquaqe  Needs 

Not  applicable 

Not  applicable 

Ministry  Preference 

Preferred  by  Six  Ministries 

Preferred  by  Two  Ministries 

Housing 

New  Units  Constructed,  1970 

Average  Price,  Dec. 31/71 

Vacancies,  Dec. 31/71 

3372 

$28,494 

512 

3368 

$24,534 

468 

Education 

University,  Community  College, 

Teachers'  College 

3  Universities,  Cormunity  College 

Health  Facilities 

Doctors 

Hospital  Beds 

709  1  per  633  population 

2877  1  per  156  population 

330  1  per  73b  population 

1159  1  per  209  population 

Ministry  of  Environment  Appraisal 

Due  to  the  heavy  industry,  Hamilton's  air 
quality  is  relatively  low  with  excessive 
amounts  of  suspended  and  deposited  particulate 
matter. 

Aestneti c41  ly ,  Kitcnener  is  preferred  to 
Hamilton.  There  is  a  potential  water  supply 
problem  in  the  Kitchener,  Galt  Hespler  area„ 
stimulation  of  population  growth  should  be 
questioned. 

Regional  Development  Branch 

Appraisal 

No  preference 

No  preference 
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APPENDIX  l\ 


Factor 

Sudbury  North  Bay 

Population 

males 

females 

Total 

59,800  22,500 

57,300  22,600 

1  17,100  45,100 

Labour  Force 

Clerical  Staff  Available 
males 
females 

118  106 

1  ,090  464 

TT70F  77U 

Clerical  Weekly  Wage 

Community 

Government  (Clerk  3  -  Modal) 

$127  $128 

$137  $137 

Transportation 

From  -  Toronto  From  -  Toronto 

Inter-regional 
rai  1 
road 
air 

2/2  per  day  -  poor  1/1  per  day  -  poor 

241  miles,  4  hours  -  good  207  miles,  4  hours  -  good 

5/4  per  day  -  good  3/3  per  day  -  good 

Intra-regional 

Sudbury  -  Sault  Ste  Marie  186  miles  North  Bay  -  Sault  Ste  Marie  263  miles 

Kirkland  Lake  204  miles  Kirkland  Lake  150  miles 

Timmins  186  miles  Tinmins  224  miles 

North  Bay  78  miles  Hailebury  97  miles 

Hailebury  151  miles  Kapuskasing  303  miles 

Kapuskasing  325  miles  Sudbury  78  miles 

1 ,130  mi les  1,115  miles 

NorOntair  provides  daily  (week-day) 
services  to  Timmins,  Sault  Ste  Marie 
and  Earl  ton 

Centrality 

Demographi cally  more  central  Geographically  central 

Geographically  central 

Office  Rents 

$6.50  -  $7.00  per  sq.  ft.  $5.50  -  $5.75  per  sq.  ft. 

none  available 

Meets  French  Lanquaqe  Heeds 

Yes  No 

Ministry  Preference 

Preferred  by  10  Ministries  Preferred  by  1  Ministry 

Housi nq 

Hew  Units  Constructed,  1970 

Average  Price,  Dec.  31/71 

Vacancies,  Dec.  31/71 

1719  286 

$26,126  '  '  $28,000 

44  25  (low  quality) 

•  «  4 

Education 

University,  (bilingual)  Community  Community  College,  Teachers1  College 

College,  Teachers'  College 

Health  Facilities 

Doctors 

Active  Hospital  Beds 

151  1  per  788  population  59  1  per  831  population 

371  1  per  132  population  728  1  per  163  population 

Ministry  of  Environment 

Appraisal 

Sudbury  has  lower  air  quality  as  North  Bay  is  aesthetically  and  recreationally 

evidenced  by  an  acute  sulphur  dioxide  more  appealing.  North  Bay  has  one  of  the  lowest 

problem.  Sudbury  has  recently  enlarged  levels  of  suspended  particulate  matter  in  Onta^'o 

its  sewage  treatment  plant.  Sewage  treatment  is  a  greater  problem. 

j  Regional  Development 

Branch  Appraisal 

Sudbury  is  a  mature  industrial  city.  North  Bay  is  considered  to  be  tne  superior 

dominated  by  a  single  industry.  Economy  location.  City  needs  greater  support  so  tnat  it 

requires  little  support.  can  play  a  meaningful  part  in  tne  economy  of 

Nortneastern  Ontario.  Hortn  Bay  is  transportatior 

hub  and  major  distribution  centre.  Secondary 
industry  developing  more  rapidly  tnan  in  Sudbury. 


REGIONAL  CENTRE  -  QUALITATIVE  ANALYSIS 
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n 

n 

i 

n 

n 

u 

n 
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Factor 


Population 

males 

females 

Total 


Labour  Force 

'Clerical  Staff  Available 
males 
females 
Total 


Clerical  Weekly  Wage 

Conmuni  ty 

Government  (Clerk  3  -  modal) 


Transportation 

Inter-regional 

rai  1 
road 
ai  r 

I  ntra- regional 


Centrality 


Office  Rents 


Ottawa 


241 ,800 
252,700 
494,500 


4,234 

2,076 

Old 


$133 

$137 


From  -  Toronto 
4/4  per  day  -  fair 
248  miles,  5  hours  -  good 
16/16  -  excellent 

Ottawa  -  Cornwall  -  70  miles 
Pembroke  -  97  miles 
Bellevi lie  -  143  miles 
Kingston  -  104  miles 
414  mi les 


No  difference  -  slightly  more  central 
demographically. 


$6.50  per  sq.  ft. 


Meets  French  Language  Needs 


Yes 


Ministry  Preference 

Housi ng 


Preferred  by  Five  Ministries 


New  Units  Constructed,  1970 
Average  Price,  Dec.  31/71 
Vacancies,  Dec.  31/71 


6917 

$26,854 

924 


3.  Education 


1.  Health  Facilities 


Doctors 

ctive  Hospital  Beds 


Two  Universities  (one  bilingual). 
Community  College,  Teachers'  College 


801  1  per  569  population 
2319  1  per  197  population 


Ministry  of  Environment  Appraisal 


Water  and  sewer  treatment  facilities 
are  not  a  problem  in  either  location. 
Air  quality  is  satisfactory. 


3.  Regional  Development  Appraisal 


Economic  growth  well  sustained.  Federal 
government  dominates  area. 


-  34  - 


Kingston 


29,100 

29,900 

59,000 


118 

1.011 

17129 


$127 

$137 


From  -  Toronto 
4/4  per  day  -  fai r 
160  miles,  3  hours  -  excellent 
no  service 

Kingston  -  Cornwall  -  110  miles 
Pembroke  -  155  miles 
Bellevi lie  -  49  mi  les 

Ottawa  -  104  miles 
418  mi les 


No  difference 


$6.00  per  sq.  ft. 


No 


Preferred  by  Five  Ministries 


1012 

$26,278 

Not  available  -  minimal 


University,  Community  College 


307  1  per  244  population 

831  1  per  90  population 


Kingston  is  the  marginally 
preferred  location. 


Kingston  needs  greater  support  for  its 
economic  development.  Kingston  present 
employment  structure  is  already  specialized 
towards  service  functions,  particularly 
those  associated  with  the  Provincial  Govern¬ 
ment.  Establishment  of  a  regional  centre 
would  act  as  a  counter-balance  to  Ottawa, 
thus  giving  the  western  portion  of  the  region 
a  boost. 


APPENDIX  B 


Regional  Administrative  Centres 
Numbers  of  Staff 

Professional/ 


Managerial 

Technical 

Cl  erica! 

Iota 

Northwestern 

33 

229 

97 

359 

Northeastern 

38 

331 

146 

515 

Southwestern 

34 

353 

146 

533 

Central  West 

14 

56 

41 

111 

Central  East 

Queen's  Park 

5 

40 

15 

60 

Suburban 

41 

482 

235 

758 

Eastern 

39 

343 

145 

527 

-  35  - 
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Total  Non-Recurring  (B) 


JL  Ontario e  Task  Force  on 

268  Decentralization  of 

*05  Government, 

,057 

vol,3  Report  of  the  Task  Force 
on  Decentralization  of 
Government  Administration, 


